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1 SUMMARY	  
Dette projekt er informeret af Carol Bacchi’s ”What’s the problem represented to be” tilgang til 
policy analyser i afsøgningen af de bagvedliggende årsager og motiver for at implementere 
internationale lovgivningsmæssige rammer for den ulovlige internationale handel med vilde og 
truede arter. Eksemplificeret gennem en analyse af en international deklaration udfærdiget mellem 
40 landes regeringer, EU, NGO’er og FN på the London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade er 
det blevet bevist, at hoveddiskurserne i kampen for at stoppe handlen udgøres af økonomi, 
sikkerhed, overlevelse og miljø. De implicitte problemrepræsentationer afslørede et hovedfokus på 
at slå ned på udbudssiden af handlen, mens efterspørgslen overordnet set blev tiet ihjel. Dette blev 
især fundet iøjnefaldende idet efterspørgslen de seneste år er steget drastisk på grund af en 
voksende middelklasser samt en genopståen af kulturelle myter om, at dele fra vilde dyr har 
helbredende effekter. 
Handlen med vilde dyr blev i høj grad italesat som en trussel mod menneskehedens bæredygtige 
overlevelse grundet forringelser i muligheder for at opretholde de lokales levebrød, truslen mod 
miljøet, forringede muligheder for økonomisk udvikling og sidst men ikke mindst den globale 
sikkerhedssituation. Denne globale sikkerhed blev fundet truet grundet en sporing af en forbindelse 
mellem de kriminelle karteller of terrororganisationen al-Shabaab som har forbindelse til al-Queda.  
Overordnet blev det konkluderet, at problemet med handlen med vilde dyr i altoverskyggende grad 
er centreret omkring de konsekvenser, denne handel har for menneskers trivsel og liv generelt. 
Grundet i en undren over denne menneskecentrerede tilgang til et emne, som der har udgangspunkt 
i truslen mod vilde dyr, ledte til en diskussion af motiverne bag policy relaterede interventioner. Det 
blev fundet, at antropocentrisme, som værdsætter naturen på grund af dens brugbarhed for 
mennesket, er det dominerende motiv. Det ecocentriske motiv, hvor naturen værdsættes for dens 
egen skyld, blev fundet fortiet i deklarationen, og med udgangspunkt i professor i miljø og filosofi 
Dale Jamiesons overvejelser, blev miljøforskeres opfordring til adfærdsmæssig ændring af 
overforbrug og grov udnyttelse af jordens ressourcer detekteret. Ikke kun handlen med vilde dyr 
truer biodiversitetens overlevelse; en eksplosiv befolkningstilvækst og uligheden i mængden af og 
holdningerne til forbrug har en stor del af skylden.  
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Det blev fundet at termen ’trussel’ var dominerende i deklarationen, og at vi således kombineret 
med sikkerheds- og overlevelsesdiskursernes dominans er styret af frygt. Slutteligt blev det, grundet 
i WPR tilgangen og en Foucauldiansk inspireret overbevisning om, at diskurser og problemer bliver 
produceret og reproduceret i lovgivninger og lignende, konkluderet, at politikerne har magten til at 
bestemme hvor bæredygtig fremtiden skal være, eftersom os almindelige menneskers opførsel mere 
eller mindre bevidst er kontrolleret af de politikker der implementeres. 
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2 INTRODUCTION	  
2.1 Inspiration 
Nature and the natural environment is something that is always there, surrounding us human beings 
and all other species. It provides us with a buffet of all the basics we need to meet our needs and we 
help ourselves to the lavish offerings as we please. There is just one little detail spoiling this picture 
of idyll and abundance; the natural environment, thus the natural habitats for precious wildlife, is in 
decay.  
 
The illegal wildlife trade has reached unprecedented levels and is now said to be the fourth largest 
in the world, only succeeded by the trade in drugs, counterfeiting and human beings (TRAFFIC). 
There is approximately 3200 tigers left in the wild, a subspecies to the black rhino called the 
Western black rhino was declared extinct in 2013 and dramatic rise in poaching activities initiated 
in the 1980’s has entailed a decreased in the elephant population from around 4 million to around 
400.000 today. (WWF 2) Ivory, rhino horn and coats from rare tigers have been desirable objects 
for generations, and the use of plants and parts from wild animals in traditional medicine has been 
around in many cultures for centuries. So why is the use of animal wildlife all of the sudden posing 
a threat to their survival? The simple answer is that too many wild animals are killed at too fast a 
rate. The complex answer on the other hand calls for a much broader examination of the underlying 
reasons. Knowing that the illegal trade is one of the main causes for the threat against wildlife, the 
hunger for financial profits is central. The Australian photojournalist Patrick Brown has dedicated 
the last ten years of his life to document all aspects of the trade, from the poor local poachers to the 
final buyer at the black market in Thailand, and the following quote along with his powerful 
pictures led this project on its way:  
 
“Investigating the trade in its depths is a shocking tale of cruelty, crime and human 
greed. As with drug trafficking, money fuels the animal trade. Its tentacles wrap 
around the world, from the remote forests of Asia to the trafficking hubs of Beijing, 
Bangkok, London, Tokyo and New York.” (Patrick Brown)  
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This eye-witness statement makes it crystal clear that this problematic is not only about the animal 
and the poacher; a large number of actors and intermediaries are involved in making this illegal 
trade the fourth largest in the world. The trade has increased fiercely in recent years, primarily 
based on a skyrocketed demand for wildlife-based pleasure and consumer goods in growing middle-
classes in an already increasing population. Furthermore the growing trade originates in a 
(re)emergence of culturally-induced superstitions and myths about the heeling effects of traditional 
medicine containing wildlife parts. To mention a few; the belief that consuming crushed tiger bone 
will make you strong, the persuasion that crushed horn from rhinos increases the virility and the 
idea that ointments made of systematically extracted bile from the gallbladder of bears kept in 
captivity will have a rejuvenating effect on ageing human skin. 
 
2.2 Problem area 
These direct threats towards wildlife are alarming in themselves, but why is it a problem per se? 
Because of all the indirect threats it entails. The category ‘wildlife’ encompasses all living flora 
(vegetation) and fauna (animal species) and as an entity, wildlife makes up the predominant part of 
what we call biodiversity; the very existence of a variety of all living things. A certain ‘amount’ of 
striving biodiversity is needed to maintain all life on earth, thus we need to not demolish or kill 
wildlife. Why? Simply for the purpose of preserving wildlife and thereby all life on earth, including 
human beings. The over-exploitation of wildlife gives rise to ethical, moral, aesthetical and 
philosophical considerations. Scientists, conservation organisations and politicians around the world 
agree that there is an urgent need to stop the decline in biodiversity, no matter from which of these 
perspectives the problem is viewed. 
 
According to the World Wide fund For Nature1, biodiversity has declined by 30 per cent on a global 
scale since 1970 (WWF 1: 2). There is an alarming threat for the sustainable development of the 
entire ecosystem as well as human beings, and entire species of wild flora and fauna are pushed to 
the brink of extinction. Why is this? The decline in biodiversity as a whole is human-induced as a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Hereafter abbreviated to WWF.  
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result of deforestation and overexploitation of natural resources. In the case of the decline in 
wildlife species one of the main threats is illegal trade and trafficking of wildlife.  
 
Since biodiversity is all encompassing it is not limited by any national boarders.  In this era of 
globalisation it is clear that any illegal market of this extent becomes a universal issue that calls for 
international attention and cooperation. Large transnational summits, e.g. the United Nations 
Climate Change Conferences, in short COP, dealing with the issue of biodiversity, climate changes 
and the challenges these problems bring with them for humans and other animals2 have taken place 
several times during the last few decades. But in the light of the interrelationship between cultural, 
political and environmental aspects of sustainable development, it is very rare for international top-
leaders and transnational summits to only focus on the threat against wildlife. Until now, 
apparently. Acknowledging the fact that the United States of America is the second largest recipient 
of the illegal wildlife ‘products’, president Barack Obama has issued an executive order banning the 
commercial trade of elephant ivory (The White House), which according to the secretariat for 
international trade in endangered species “(…) sends a very powerful message both domestically 
and internationally on the need to treat wildlife crime as a serious crime on a par with narcotics and 
arms trafficking.” (CITES 1)  Furthermore the British royal family has joined forces with the 
British Prime Minister David Cameron in proclaiming war on the illegal wildlife trade. Hosting the 
London Conference on The Illegal Wildlife Trade the government of the United Kingdom together 
with representatives from approximately 40 countries, several conservation organisations, the 
European Union and relevant sections of the United Nations drafted and signed a declaration3 
promising a “(…) political commitment and call upon the international community to act together 
to bring this to an end.” (Declaration: 2)  
Now, these steps taken are in general welcomed with open arms as it is a well-known fact that once 
the most powerful (or popular) people in the world take action, something productive will most 
likely come out of it. But their rather sudden and massive interest in the issue leaves me wondering; 
what are the reasons for their involvement and from which perspectives do they view the problem 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 In environmentalist terms the phrase “humans and other animals” is the standard since human beings are just as mush 
an animal as any other animal. 
3 Hereafter mainly mentioned as “the Declaration”. 
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of illegal wildlife trade? Exemplified in this particular conference and the Declaration here signed, 
and drawing on the noted Professor of Environmental Studies Dale Jamieson, I am interested in 
seeking out the underlying motives for the international community to combat wildlife crime. Is the 
main objective to sustain the animal species, as the proclaimed intention to fight wildlife trade 
indicates?  I am interested in seeking out the underlying assumptions to this proposition to find out 
how the issue is represented. To this end I will draw on an approach to policy analysis called 
“What’s the problem represented to be”4, elaborated by historian and professor in politics Carol 
Bacchi. Following Bacchi’s endeavour to ask how the problem is represented opens up for the 
possibility of asking why the international community wishes to bring the illegal wildlife trade to an 
end by interrogating how the problematic is presented, represented and targeted. 
 
2.3 Research question 
Exemplified in an analysis of the Declaration issued at the London Conference on the Illegal 
Wildlife Trade and with the abovementioned considerations in mind, this project will be made up of 
a WPR informed policy analysis on the basis of the following research question:  
 
How is the issue of the illegal wildlife trade represented in the international community’s 
policy driven efforts to address the issue? What are the motives behind the wish to end the 
trade and what effects does this entail? 
 
In order to comply with the research question I will first and foremost present and reflect on my 
own role as a researcher and subsequently the choice of case in order to set a precedent for the 
exemplification. In the following section the empirical and methodical framework will be 
elaborated on in order to set the stage for processing the first part of the research question in the 
main analysis. Applying the questions as prescribed in the WPR approach the analysis will leave 
me with a detection of the main discourses and their underlying assumptions, which I will bring 
with me in to the last section; the discussion about the motives behind and effects of the 
Declaration.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Hereafter referred to as “WPR” and “a WPR approach”. 
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2.4 Reflection 
By choosing the Declaration as the only empirical foundation and case I deliberately exclude 
myself from being able to comment on the entire body of international policy-based interventions 
on the preservation of wild animals, biodiversity or the illegal wildlife trade. Rather, this analysis is 
meant to serve as one of the voices in the larger field of conservation interventions, merely 
exemplifying how the problematic of illegal wildlife trade can be represented. Thus I am able to 
illuminate one side of the fight to preserve wild animals and end the illegal trade. In order to be able 
to say something about a larger excerpt of the issue this analysis and case would have to be 
included in a comparative analysis encompassing a broader section of empirical data and 
knowledge. 
Furthermore a short reflection on my own position in regards to the subject matter is needed. Bacchi 
stresses the importance of the ‘researcher’s’ own reflection on his or her “problem representations” 
and incites us to conduct a self-analysis “(…) because we are immersed in the conceptual logics of 
our era and because who we are (…) is at least in part shaped through the very problem 
representations we are trying to analyse.” (Bacchi, 2009: 19) In conducting this analysis I am 
automatically writing and putting the subject into perspective from a certain position, which means 
that I present it in a specific way rather than another. Had I chosen to focus on a different angle let 
us say the power relations between the international and the local communities when fighting the 
trade, the process and outcome would naturally be completely different.  First and foremost the 
subject of wildlife preservation and conservation is an issue of great personal interest. In writing a 
project with a subject that has point of departure in emotional involvement is not easy given that the 
objectiveness constantly needs to be asserted in order to avoid allowing the subjective viewpoints to 
shine through. It has been my intention to be very aware of this pitfall which has by and large been 
a success. Second of all a reflection on the critical stance that my academic background has infused 
me with is appropriate. During my studies in the field of culture and development I have been 
trained to search for inequalities and uneven power structures, but this eye for injustice and the like 
might sometimes abstain me from pointing out the opposites hereof. To this end the endeavour in 
addressing the research question has been to objectively present the different sides of the story in 
order to discuss them on an enlightened and fair ground. 
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If I was to ask myself how I represent the problem, the answer would probably be that my 
representation was grounded in a sceptical belief in the good of the politicians and the 
representatives who holds the power of the future of illegal trade. Before commencing this in-depth 
background reading and analysis of the problem, my presupposition was probably that the absence 
of the articulation of the animals per se was striking and thought-provoking. I will leave it up to the 
reader to define the significance and the successful dodging hereof, ensuring him or her that 
objectivity has been pursued to great lengths.  
 
3 CASE:	  THE	  LONDON	  CONFERENCE	  ON	  THE	  ILLEGAL	  WILDLIFE	  TRADE	  	  
3.1 The Declaration 
The Declaration is a political commitment agreed upon by representatives from international 
institutions, NGO’s and governments of around 40 countries5 who “(…) call upon the international 
community to act together to bring this [illegal wildlife trade] to an end.” (Declaration: 2)  The 
Declaration was composed at the London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade in February 
2014 which was organized by a partnership between several large wildlife conservation 
organisations called United For Wildlife and hosted by the UK Government, Prince Charles of 
Wales and Prince William.  
 
The build-up of the actual declaration consists of an introductory section clarifying the 
representatives’ views on the scale and consequences of the trade. We are introduced to the existing 
international frameworks on which this declaration builds and which the representatives wish to 
both endorse and elaborate further. The main part of the Declaration is made up of an action plan 
with five focus areas:  
 
A: Eradicating the market for illegal wildlife products 
B: Ensuring Effective Legal Frameworks and Deterrents 
C: Strengthening law enforcement 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 These representatives from international institutions, NGO’s and governments of around 40 countries will hereafter be 
referred to as “the Representatives”.  
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D: Sustainable livelihoods and economic development 
E: The way forward 
 
The action plan is especially but not solely targeted at tackling poaching of and illegal trade in 
elephants and rhinos, as the  
 
“(…) severe threat posed to these iconic species is increasingly also a threat to regional 
security and sustainable development. Action to tackle the illegal trade in elephants and 
rhinoceroses will strengthen our effectiveness in tackling the illegal trade in other 
endangered species.” (ibid.: 3-4) 
 
The specific content of the Declaration and the five focus areas will be elaborated thoroughly in the 
following analysis. For now, this serves as a presentation of the outline while the consecutive 
section will entail an account for and reflection on the choice of the Declaration as a case.  
 
3.2 Delimitation 
In choosing to use the Declaration as an exemplification for my general interest in the 
representation of the illegal wildlife trade I have obviously and deliberately deselected other 
relevant cases, and this section will serve as an account for the reasons behind this choice of focus.  
 
The predominant reason for choosing this case is that it is “(…) [b]uilding on the existing 
international framework for action” (Declaration: 3) including several frameworks initiated and 
endorsed by the United Nations such as the distinctive document “The Future We Want”, adopted 
at the UN Rio+20 conference in 2012 as well as several action plans and wildlife conservation 
programmes. Thus this declaration can be regarded as an “umbrella declaration” making it the most 
relevant and contemporary choice of case. One of the most important deselected cases is the 
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, in short 
CITES, which is one of the most significant tools in the conservation field. Adopted in 1973 with 
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the purpose of regulating the trade in wild fauna and flora, this Convention partly laid the ground 
for international cooperation on sustainable wildlife and nature management.  
 
Initially the interest for this declaration was awoken by four thought-provoking reasons. First of all 
most summits on matters relating to the trafficking of endangered animal species has a broader 
scope than this particular conference, as they often take point of departure in the sustainable future 
as a whole. As I will discuss during this project, it is impossible to separate the different issues 
inherent in the question of sustainable development completely, hence the argument for picking out 
this declaration is its main focus on the issue of endangered animal species. As mentioned above, 
one of the most important opt-outs is the Rio+20 framework which was adopted at one of the 
largest-ever global summits focussing on social inequality, poverty and environment all at once. 
Had this been the choice of case, the starting point of the project would have been sustainable 
development as a whole thereby limiting the potential to analyse the environmental aspect in depth 
including the societal and political aspects, as is the case by choosing the London Declaration as a 
starting point.  
Secondly the London conference and the Declaration has been referred to as “the highest-level 
meeting ever” landing a “Landmark International Agreement” (Time) and an “unprecedented high-
level event [which] would turn out to be a historic conference and a turning point” (The Guardian), 
which initially made me wonder how this was possible given that ‘only’ 40 nations was 
represented. Thirdly, the first look at the choices of action points and interventions brought the 
evidently small amount of emphasis on the animal species per se into question. This wonder was 
evoked because of the seemingly contradictory representations of the reasons for fighting illegal 
wildlife trade since one of the firstly mentioned underlying reasons for conducting the conference is 
that  
 
“(…) [p]oaching and trafficking undermines the rule of law and good governance, and 
encourages corruption. (…) The proceeds are in some cases used to support other 
criminal activities, and have been linked to armed groups engaged in internal and 
cross border conflicts.” (Declaration: 2)  
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Bearing this interconnection in mind, my interest for scrutinising the underlying motives behind the 
drafting of this declaration lies in the question of whether the international fight against the illegal 
wildlife trade is in fact about securing a sustainable relationship between animal species and human 
beings. Is the underlying incentive rather made up of concerns for international security politics?  
 
Furthermore the Declaration has proved to be well-reputed in the conservation milieu. It has been 
endorsed by acclaimed voices such as the CITES Secretariat, WWF and the Wildlife Trade 
Monitoring Network, in short TRAFFIC, which ascertains the recognition and acknowledgement 
from the important players in the professional conservation society. All of the above-mentioned 
reasons, combined with a curiosity on the political interventions on the endangerment of animal 
species serves as arguments for choosing this specific case to highlight and discuss the final 
question; what are the motives behind international animal conservation agreements? 
 
4 THEORY	  AND	  METHODOLOGY	  	  
Exemplified in the London Declaration I am interested in examining how the issue of illegal 
wildlife trade is represented in policies. The focus in a WPR approach to policy analysis is “(…) not 
to identify real problems but to focus on how ‘problems’ are represented” (Bacchi, 2009: xxi) 
which is exactly the task I set out to perform in seeking out the presuppositions and silences in the 
Declaration. This section will set the stage for the methodical and theoretical framework in which 
the analysis will unfold. 
 
4.1 Approach and theoretical framework: What’s the problem represented to be? 
The WPR approach serves as a theoretical framework while at the same time offering a practical 
methodology for engaging in analysis of public policies. In using other approaches than WPR to 
analyse policies, the focus is often placed on what kind of problem solving the policy represents. 
According to Bacchi this focus in other approaches on how to solve problems carries with it a wide 
range of issues itself since taking this kind of approach largely ignores why and by which means 
policies and other documents of political character are addressing the issues at hand. We as 
governed subjects largely tend to accept rules and laws without ever questioning them (Bacchi, 
 15	  
2009: xiii). A WPR approach challenges the problem-solving paradigm and sets out to offer an 
alternative and more in-depth analysis compared to other approaches that seemingly accepts the 
‘problem’ in policies without further ado. This in-depth analysis is mainly accomplished by taking 
on a critical stance to the blind acceptance of policies thus by questioning the rationales and 
discourses they are built upon: 
 
“Policies ’claim’ to ‘fix’ things; hence, by their nature they assume the existence of a 
‘problem’ that needs ‘fixing’. It follows that the ways in which issues are 
problematised – how they are thought about as ‘problems’ – are central to governing 
processes. In effect, we are governed through problematisations rather than through 
policies. Therefore, we need to direct our attention away from assumed ‘problems’ to 
the shape and character of problematisations.” (ibid.: Xi) 
 
Hence the policies themselves are in fact problematisations. They are the very breeding ground for 
the creation and fixation of the ‘problems’ that the government is allegedly setting out to ‘fix’ 
which is why it is crucial to “(…) shift the focus from ‘problem’ solving to ‘problem’ questioning – 
interrogating the ways in which proposals for change represent ‘problems’.” (ibid.: vii)  
 
4.1.1 Power relations 
The main case for this type of policy analysis is to shed a light on the power relations immanent in 
policies, and this endeavour is substantiated with the fact that we are governed and therefore to 
some extent controlled through legislations and the regulative behaviours induced by these. The 
claim is that the issuing of policies is not being done as an answer to a problem that exists in the 
community. Rather, it is creating particular understandings about problematics thereby creating 
specific problems by 
 
“(…) implying that something needs to change. Hence, there are implied ‘problems’. 
It [a WPR approach] makes the case that it is important to make the ´problems´ 
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implicit in public policies explicit, and to scrutinize them closely.” (Bacchi, 2009: ix-
x) 
 
The underlying basis for this approach to policy analysis is that by implying certain ‘problems’, 
specific understandings and perceptions of this very ‘problem’ are produced which makes policies 
the actual constructor hereof. Bacchi is encouraging us to not settle with these implications. Instead 
we need to scrutinize the problem representations that feed these implied problems. The purpose of 
applying WPR is to critically examine how we are governed by examining the problem 
representations in chosen policies and to 
 
“(…) probe the premises that underpin particular problem representations. Put simply, 
it is essential to think deeply about the assumptions and presuppositions that lie 
behind and shape selected policies.” (ibid.: xiv)  
 
We are governed in specific ways according to the specific premises offered to us in the policies we 
live by. In seeking out these premises in the Declaration it will be possible to identify the 
governmentality processes inherent herein, as they are often hidden. This call for thorough scrutiny 
reflects the fact that Bacchi is inspired by social constructionist theory, poststructuralism, feminist 
body theory and governmentality studies (ibid.: 264). By using a WPR approach I subscribe to, but 
do not strictly abide by, Bacchi’s theoretical inspiration given that there is no relevance for the 
object of this project to engage in feminist body theory in any way. The WPR approach is built up 
on a Foucauldian inspired poststructuralist approach to policy analysis, which will also serve as the 
fundamental perspective in this discursive interrogation of the Declaration. 
Foucault saw reality as discursively constructed, and one of the predominant errands in his work 
was to examine how something is produced as a ‘truth’ thus urging us to look into the power 
relations and underlying conditions for these presumed truths (Stormhøj, 2010: 19-20). His concept 
of the interrelationship between power and knowledge forms the basis of his belief that power is 
predominantly productive, as e.g. institutions and policies has the ability to affect the governed in 
certain directions. (ibid.: 57) This means that discourses hold a power to shape truths; whenever a 
specific articulation of an issue occurs, it does so on the basis of leaving out and deselecting another 
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possible articulation. The main endeavour is to look for and clarify these and the historical ruptures 
that have led to the legitimate claim of the ‘truths’ in the policies. We need to critically question the 
domination of some discourses over others and not least the effects this carries with it.  
 
4.2 Methodical framework 
With the underlying basis for the project being informed by a poststructuralist tradition I am 
interested in seeking out the historical and discursive fractures that has led up to the present 
articulation of the problematisations in the Declaration. The poststructuralist premise is that nothing 
is accepted as objective because “(…) the meaning of concepts and categories is, to an extent, 
pliable and variable (…)” (Bacchi, 2009: 265) which gives rise to questioning how and why the 
actors and issues are presented in this specific way in the Declaration. In order to interrogate the 
case properly and get a better understanding of the underlying presuppositions and effects of the 
way the trade is presented, I will follow Bacchi’s encouragement to apply these six interrelated 
questions:  
 
1. What’s the ‘problem’ represented to be in a specific policy? 
2. What presuppositions or assumptions underlie this representation of the ‘problem’? 
3. How has this representation of the ‘problem’ come about?  
4. What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the silences? Can the 
‘problem’ be thought about differently?  
5. What effects are produced by this representation of the ‘problem’? 
6. How/where has this representation of the ‘problem’ been produced, disseminated and 
defended? How could it be questioned, disrupted and replaced? (ibid.: 2) 
 
Inherent in these questions we find several important intermediate investigations that need to be 
conducted. In following these directions Bacchi offers the necessary tools to open up the 
problematisations in order to look behind the scenes of the preliminary problem representations and 
“(…) start thinking about the understanding that underpins identified problem representations. What 
is assumed? What is taken-for-granted? What is not questioned?” (ibid.: 5) As a launch pad for the 
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actual analysis the specific objectives with each of the six questions will be elaborated in the 
following section. 
 
Question 1: What’s the ‘problem’ represented to be in a specific policy? 
The first of the six questions form the very basis of the analysis and has a clarifying function. By 
applying question 1 the initial interest is to seek out what is produced as the implied ‘problem’ in 
the declaration. The term ‘problem’ is to be understood as the kind of desired change that is implied 
(ibid.: x) in the declaration thus what the representatives are hoping to change. These implied 
‘problems’ are also called the problem representations, and they form the basis of the 
problematisations that we wish to examine. In this context the term problematisation “(…) refers to 
the way/s in which particular issues are conceived as ‘problems’” (ibid.: 30) hence how the issue at 
hand is made in to a ‘problem’. It is important to examine how the issue is represented in the 
Declaration because it reveals how the ‘problem’ of illegal wildlife trade is thought about.  
 
Question 2: What presuppositions or assumptions underlie this representation of the 
‘problem’? 
Informed by poststructuralist premises these problem representations have been historically, 
socially and culturally constructed. The main task in this second question is to “(…) open up 
discourses and discursive formations to critical scrutiny by identifying their underlying conceptual 
logics.” (ibid.: 35) The ‘conceptual logics’ we need to search for are constituted by “(…) 
assumptions, values, presuppositions and accompanying signs” (ibid.: 7). These conceptual logics, 
or conceptual premises as Bacchi also refers to them as, make up the meaning systems or discourses 
which policies are based on for which reason “(…) it is useful to engage in a form of discourse 
analysis, identifying and interrogating the binaries, key concepts and categories operating within a 
policy.” (ibid.: X) The task is to seek out the discourses that need to be examined when applying the 
rest of the questions. To identify the underlying conceptual logics Bacchi recommends us to lean on 
a Foucauldian archaeology thus to look for the thoughts behind the specific problem representations 
(ibid.: 5). In order to do so I will probe the Declaration for the dominating discourses by tracing the 
key concepts and meanings inherent in these.   
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We always have a choice as to how we express ourselves and which issues or values we emphasise 
in any communication task, which by implication any policy must be characterised as. In choosing 
one focus or one way of expressing our values we always deselect other choices of expression 
hence we are operating within binary systems. As Bacchi proclaims a hierarchy is implied in 
binaries (ibid.: 7) and by interrogating the binaries or dichotomies and the choices of focus in the 
Declaration, the power/knowledge relations in regards to what the representatives wants the 
recipients to think can be disclosed. The purpose of seeking out binaries “(…) is to reveal the 
operation of conceptual logics that may act to constrain or limit our understanding of an issue.” 
(ibid.: 7) and moreover to detect which cultural values that underlie the problem representation.  
Identifying the binaries, key concepts and categories represented in the declaration is the first step 
towards not taking the Declaration and its problem representations for granted, and it clears the way 
for detecting the silences as described in question four.  
 
Question 3: How has this representation of the ‘problem’ come about?  
In order to comply with the agenda of question 3 to “(…) highlight the conditions that allow a 
particular problem representation to take shape and to assume dominance” (ibid.: 11) Bacchi once 
again encourages us to lean on Foucault. The Foucauldian genealogy includes an examination of the 
multiplicity of origins for specific discourses6 or, in Bacchi’s terms, conceptual premises. To do so 
in this specific case I will need to make historical excerpts of the descent of the dominant 
discourses. The main focus in this question is to not take the problem representations for granted 
but instead destabilise them and figure out how they came to be (ibid.: 11). The identification of the 
discourses that has ‘succeeded’ over others calls for reflections on the power relations involved in 
the specific problem representation:  
 
“If power is productive rather than possessed, we need to study how it operates and 
what it produces rather than talking about who holds ´it´. Question 3 in a WPR 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 For elaboration on this: In his essay Nietzsche, Genealogy, History (1971), Foucault processes the difference between 
origin, bound to unequivocal perception of the ‘creation’ of things, and descent (herkunft), which refers to a search for 
the multiple reasons for the ‘creation’ of things.  
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approach focuses on the operations of power, on the practices, strategies and 
technologies by which rule takes place.” (ibid.: 38)  
 
The question we need to answer here is which power relations we can detect in the main discourses 
of the Declaration, how they work and consequently what effects they have.  
 
Question 4: What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the 
silences? Can the ‘problem’ be thought about differently?  
Drawing on the discourse analysis conducted in relation to question 2 the goal in applying question 
4 is to critically disclose and discuss the limits that the Declaration sets up; what is silenced and 
thereby not offered to us as a truth in the problem representations? (ibid.: 12, 13). It is interesting to 
seek out the silences because “(…) simplification distorts or misrepresents certain issues” (ibid: 13) 
in the sense that the sender, in this case the representatives, might have certain interests in regards 
to disturbing or misrepresenting the issue at hand. By controlling the issues, constraints are applied 
to the policies and in this specific case the representatives incite certain attitudes towards wildlife 
trade rather than others. (ibid.) Furthermore the objective in question 4 is to probe the institutional, 
cultural or political conditions that have taken part in making these very problem representations 
dominant rather than others.  
 
Question 5: What effects are produced by this representation of the problem? 
Representing the problem in one specific way rather than another has different kinds of effects. 
Bacchi deals with three different but overlapping kinds of effects which we need to identify in order 
to critically analyse them; discursive, subjectification and lived effects. Question 5 is building on 
the critical approach from the previous search for silences as the main objective is “(…) to be able 
to say which aspects of a problem representation have deleterious effects for which groups, and 
hence may need to be rethought.” (ibid.: 18) Given the fact that a WPR approach is opposing to the 
problem-solving based policy analysis, the discussion of ‘effects’ is not to be understood as a search 
for definitive truths and concrete ‘results’ (ibid.: 15). 
Discursive effects are closely related to the limits explored in questions 2, 3 and 4 since these are 
the “(…) effects which follow from the limits imposed on what can be thought and said.” (ibid.: 15) 
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In representing the issues in ways that only give way for certain and not other articulations or 
thoughts, it has discursive effects in the sense that it becomes hard if not impossible to think of the 
issue in other ways than the ones policy makers wants us to think.  
The problem representations and the dominating discourses will entail specific subjectification 
effects. Whenever there is a ‘problem’, certain subject positions become available for the involved 
parties (ibid.: 16), and as Bacchi emphasises these positions have the potential to divide people and 
to create dichotomies:   
 
“A particular issue that requires scrutiny when we turn to subjectification effects is the 
way in which the problem representations within policies often set groups of people in 
opposition to each other – a dynamic Foucault (1982, p. 208) calls ´dividing 
practices´. (…) Following Foucault´s argument, this stigmatising of targeted 
minorities serves a useful governmental purpose, indicating and encouraging desired 
behaviours among the majority.” (ibid.: 16) 
 
By examining the discursively constructed subject positions in the declaration we will be able to 
reflect on the effects caused by calling out the roles of for instance criminal cartels. The third and 
last kinds of effects are the lived ones. The discourses and the specific problem representation in the 
declaration can actually have a direct influence on the involved parties’ lives by materially affecting 
some of the groups involved (ibid.: 18).  
 
Question 6: How/where is this representation of the ‘problem’ produced, disseminated and 
defended? How could it be questioned, disrupted and replaced? 
Based on the findings in the genealogical examination conducted in question 3, the purpose of 
question 6 is to broaden out the perspective to a scrutiny of the sources behind the particular 
dominant problem representations. We are to ask how these problem representations came about 
and became dominant, and moreover how it has been or how it is possible to disrupt this dominant 
perspective. (ibid.: 19)  
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In the following analysis of the Declaration I will be informed by Bacchi’s version of the WPR 
approach, but instead of applying the questions chronologically and systematically I will conduct an 
integrated analysis as all of the questions feed into and inform each other. Because of their 
interconnectedness and for the sake of making the project as reader-friendly as possible, I will 
refrain from pointing out where the questions are applied other than where it serves an obvious 
purpose.  
 
5 ANALYSIS:	  HOW	  IS	  THE	  ILLEGAL	  WILDLIFE	  TRADE	  REPRESENTED?	  
5.1 Background  
The Declaration is the concrete policy tool that serves as the foundation for the wish to end the 
illegal wildlife trade. The proposed way to actualise this wish is by taking action on the five focus 
areas mentioned earlier, consisting of four main levels, I will call these action points, and a fifth 
intervention point that picks up on the concrete measures to be taken:  
 
A: Eradicating the market for illegal wildlife products 
B: Ensuring Effective Legal Frameworks and Deterrents 
C: Strengthening law enforcement 
D: Sustainable livelihoods and economic development 
E: The way forward 
 
Besides committing to these actions and interventions, the representatives at the conference promise 
to encourage the rest of the international community to join the commitment and the unified combat 
against the trade. The declaration constitutes the problematisation as the existence and extent of the 
illegal wildlife trade, and based on the recognition of  
 
“(…) the significant scale and detrimental economic, social and environmental 
consequences of the illegal trade in wildlife” they “(…) make the following political 
commitment [the action points] and call upon the international community to act 
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together to bring this to an end. (…) There is a serious threat to the survival of many 
species if action is not taken to tackle the illegal wildlife trade.” (Declaration: 2).  
 
The ‘problem’ is thereby explicitly being put forward as the illegal trade itself with all of the effects 
this has for human beings and the environment placed at the very heart of the problem, and 
especially the threat against the survival of many species is emphasised.  
Two initial observations leap out: First of all the scale of the problem is measured on the basis of 
the consequences for the three categories economy, society and environment, which per definition 
makes these the most affected areas according to the representatives. The four action points are 
derived from these consequences which constitutes the action points as the actual problematisations 
we need to look in to. Second of all, in following Bacchi’s claim that by “(…) focusing on the 
proposal for change it is possible to identify how the ‘problem’ is understood’ (Bacchi, 2009: 263) 
we understand that by expressing a wish to change the onrushing trade by implementing immediate 
action based on transnational political commitments, the ‘problem’ is understood as being a global 
and deteriorating problem that needs to end completely. Having these two problem representations 
in mind, the dominant problem representations and the underlying assumptions of the action points 
will be sought after in the next section. 
 
5.2 How is the illegal wildlife trade problematised? 
One of the predominant key words in the declaration is ‘cooperation’ in different forms, which 
according to the representatives is essential if there is to be any hope of eradicating the illegal trade 
(Declaration: 4). Initiating the document with a “(…) call upon the international community to act 
together to bring this to an end” (ibid.: 2) sets the stage for collaboration on all levels and in all 
respects as they “(…) welcome the important action already being taken by Governments and 
others at local, national, regional and global level.” (ibid.: 3) However, when the local communities 
and their role in this far-reaching collaboration is mentioned there seems to be a distortion in the 
equality since the representatives “(…) recognise the importance of engaging communities living 
with wildlife as active partners in conservation, by reducing human-wildlife conflict (…)” (ibid.: 4) 
and by “(…) promoting innovative partnerships for conserving wildlife through shared management 
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responsibilities (…)” (ibid.: 8). Using the words ‘recognise’, ‘engaging’ and ‘promoting’ in the 
contexts in question, a power relationship between the representatives and the local communities is 
articulated. Although emphasis is put on the importance of cooperating with the local communities, 
it is articulated to be on the terms of the international body and their initiatives.  
Nonetheless it is asserted that it is crucial to work together both in a cross-border geographical 
sense and in regards to different sectors as the representatives postulate that the illegal trade “(…) 
can only be effectively tackled with the involvement of Ministries and agencies beyond the wildlife 
conservation sector.” (ibid.: 3) With this statement it is made clear that the problem is not 
represented as being the environmental challenges or the illegal killing of animals per se. Rather the 
problem lies in all the surrounding conditions for and consequences of the trade. If the main 
endeavour of stopping the trade is not ending the killing of the endangered animals, then what are 
the actual represented problems?  
 
Following the WPR approach it is possible to elicit the problem representations or the implied 
problems in the Declaration by analysing the main problematisations (Bacchi, 2009: 79) in the four 
action points and the fifth intervention point lined up above. As seen below this elicitation will 
serve as the preliminary detection of the problem representations which will lay the ground for the 
rest of the analysis.  
 
A: Eradicating the market for illegal wildlife products 
By focusing on the trade per se the problem is constituted as a financial one. Using the term 
‘market’ in action point A it is clear that the focus of this declaration is on both the supply and 
demand side and the objective of ‘eradicating’ the market implies that the problems related to the 
illegal trade are of tremendous importance and menace and furthermore that it is not enough to ‘just 
diminish’ it. 
 
B: Ensuring Effective Legal Frameworks and Deterrents 
In order to combat the supply and demand the Declaration emphasises the need to ensure effective 
legal framework, hence to tighten the legislative framing and strengthen the effort to prosecute 
especially the masterminds behind the organised networks. This represents the issue as a law and 
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order problem. Under this action point the international community is furthermore encouraged to 
categorise offences of this kind as ‘serious crimes’ in accordance with UN guidelines. (Declaration: 
6) The emphasis on implementing effective legal frameworks represents the problem to be 
insufficient effectiveness in the legislations implemented by the national or international 
community prior to this declaration. According to the Declaration this efficiency improvement will 
have a deterrent effect and thereby aim at discouraging and dismantling the large criminal cartels in 
the future.   
 
C: Strengthening law enforcement 
By using the word ‘strengthening’, the implied problem is that the current law enforcement efforts 
are not strong and strict enough. In this respect the encouragement to strengthen the tools and 
techniques of fighting the illegal wildlife trade is compared to “(…) other forms of domestic and 
transnational organised crime” (ibid.: 7-8) most likely referring to the international illegal drug 
market as this has been mentioned explicitly. Furthermore, as already implied, emphasis on the 
strengthening of transnational, cross-agency mechanisms and cross-border cooperation (ibid.: 6-7) 
on this issue implies that this is a global problem that can only be unravelled if the international 
community assigns a high priority to this issue and work together to address it.   
 
D: Sustainable livelihoods and economic development  
In this action point the problem is put forward as the fact that some local communities are forced to 
live under unsustainable conditions because of the illegal wildlife trade. Based on the recognition of 
“(…) the negative impact of illegal wildlife trade on sustainable livelihoods and economic 
development” it is insinuated that the poaching, money-laundering and corruption that feeds the 
illegal trade induces poverty in local communities and thereby threatens their livelihoods as a result 
of the reduction in e.g. wildlife-based tourism (ibid.: 8) which makes it a sustainability problem.  
 
E: The way forward 
In order to implement the abovementioned interventions, it is put forward in intervention point E 
that “(…) further research is needed into the scale of the environmental, political, social and 
economic implications of the trade, as well as an improved understanding of the illegal trade itself 
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and the impact of measures taken to prevent and combat it.” (Declaration: 9) The implied problem 
is that the scientific foundation for understanding the underlying causes, the scale of the 
problematisation and the possible actions against it is not yet comprehensive enough which makes it 
a problem of lacking knowledge.   
 
To sum up, these are the identified problem representations in the declaration so far:  
 
A) Financial problem  
This is an illegal trade with large cartels hence large sums of black money, and it undermines the 
economic development  
B) Law and order problem  
The previously implemented legislations have been ineffective 
C) A global problem of weak law enforcement  
Current law enforcement efforts are not strict and strong enough and the international cooperation 
thus far has not been sufficient 
D) Sustainability problem  
Illegal wildlife trade causes poverty and unsustainable livelihoods for the local communities 
E) A problem of lacking knowledge  
The research on the underlying reasons and the scale of illegal wildlife trade has not been 
scientifically scrutinized to a satisfying extent  
 
These are the initial reasons for the representatives to draft the Declaration, and they form the basis 
of the issuing hereof. But in order to understand why the illegal wildlife trade is represented like 
this, it is necessary to scrutinise the key words and themes in these problem representations in the 
following section. 
 
5.3 Dominant discourses 
The keywords presented in the four main action points comprise ‘market’, ‘economic 
development’, ‘effective’, ‘legal frameworks’, ‘law enforcement’ and ‘sustainable’. With a clear 
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emphasis on financial and legal matters throughout the five problem representation, the illegal 
wildlife trade is being represented as primarily a 1) financial problem and 2) law and order problem, 
which has to do with securing societies from the unwanted criminal offenders. It is not as 
straightforward to define the categories inherent in the keyword ‘sustainable’ as the term 
‘sustainability’ is contestable. The definition offered by the World Commission on Environment 
and Development in 1987 is noted as the most influential and endorsed one (Jamieson, 2008: 195) 
defining the term as ”(…) meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs.” (WCED, 1987: 7) Hence, sustainability refers to 
people leading reasonable lives while avoiding overexploitation of resources with a chief aim to 
secure the survival of future generations. Since action is demanded to secure sustainability as 
prescribed in problem representation D, the third overall representation of the problem of illegal 
wildlife trade is one of 3) continued existence. 
The environment is not mentioned in these five action points, which is noticeable in itself, but is 
emphasised as one of the three consequences the declaration sets out to target (Declaration: 2) 
together with the economic and social consequences. Combining these three consequences with the 
three main representations we wind up with four dominant discourses: 
 
1) Business discourse 
2) Security discourse 
3) Survival discourse 
4) Environmental discourse 
 
The term ‘environmental’ is ambiguous because of its wide span as it “(…) includes not just the 
natural environment, but also the built environment. (…) The Oxford English Dictionary defines 
‘environment’ as “the objects or the region surrounding anything” (…)” (Jamieson, 2008: 1). 
Environment is a term used in more modern times referring to the spatial or even manmade 
‘framework’ in which anything exists thus encompassing all species and their surroundings. 
Jamieson explains how nature and environment are often referred to as equivalent and how the 
discussion about the distinction between them is a classic in the field of environmentalism:  
 
 28	  
“All though there are differences between the idea of environment and the concept of nature 
that will sometimes have to be acknowledged, many of the themes expressed by using one 
term can also be expressed by using the other.” (ibid.: 2)  
 
When the proclaimed focus of the declaration is partially on ‘the environmental consequences’ we 
thereby understand this as a focus on the costs for all that surrounds animal species, human beings, 
nature, climate etc.  
With these four discourses framing the underlying presuppositions of the issuing of the Declaration 
we are instilled to interrogate why these are prevalent. Based on the assumption that they are 
inevitably correlated and interdependent, the connections and implications will be further 
elaborated on in the following analysis.  
 
5.4 Safety first 
5.4.1 Clampdown on criminals 
The fundamental idea of business and trade rests on cost/benefit considerations, and the whole 
purpose of doing business is to trade as cost-effective as possible. The underlying incentives are 
economic prosperity and constant progress, which is often fed by business methods dominated by 
apathy and selfishness, and according to Jamieson we have to take the importance of economics 
into account in combating the threat against the natural environment:  
 
“The real solution to environmental problems lies in restructuring the system of 
economic incentives that has led to environmental destruction, and replacing it with a 
system that creates incentives for environmentally friendly behavior [sic].” (Jamieson, 
2008: 14)  
 
Two things are in focus in this quote: First of all Jamieson emphasises behavioural change as the 
number one key intervention needed in order to change the environmental problems, which will be 
elaborated in the discussion. Secondly, the financial incentive that drives the trade needs to be 
altered. With trade being the focal point of the Declaration, recognition of the existence of and the 
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need to alter the financial incentives is implied. This is where the financial discourse and the 
security discourse meets; In order to diminish these financial incentives, the representatives calls for 
a unified strengthening of the legislative and punitive efforts, putting great emphasis on problem 
representations B) and C) which criticises the previous and current legislations and law 
enforcements efforts. These two action points call for a strong criminalisation of the trade, harsher 
sentencing and more effective enforcement of these. With a security discourse revolving around law 
and order aspects the underlying assumption is disclosed as being that the only way to stop the 
financial incentives feeding the criminal networks is by a legislative and punitive emphasis and 
strengthened action.  
 
5.4.2 Safety from what? 
Law and order actions are typically implemented to ensure safety, and one of the implied problems 
in this respect is that national and international security and safety for human beings is endangered 
because of the illegal wildlife trade:  
 
“Poaching and trafficking undermines the rule of law and good governance, and 
encourages corruption. It is an organised and widespread criminal activity, involving 
transnational networks. The proceeds are in some cases used to support other criminal 
activities, and have been linked to armed groups engaged in internal and cross border 
conflicts.” (Declaration: 2)  
 
This quote gives rise to several questions but one in particular: what is implied in indicating that 
other criminal activities and transnational conflicts are derived from this trade? 
This underlying assumption about the connection to other criminal activities is posed as a threat to 
the international security. We have already been introduced to the parallel between the illegal 
wildlife and drug trades hence this implication must refer to something else. As set out in one of the 
intervention points mentioned in section E) in the declaration, a further assessment on the links to 
terrorism is to be carried out (Declaration: 9) which implies that these ‘other criminal activities’ 
could very well refer to a connection between the wildlife trade and terrorist organisations.  
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This might stem from the fact that prior to the conference a rather sensational link between 
poaching and terrorism was reported in the international media, quoting an in-depth investigation 
conducted over a long period of time by the organisation Elephant Action League (ELA). Among 
other linkages this investigation showed that the terror attack performed by the terrorist organisation 
al-Shabaab on the Westgate Mall in Nairobi, Kenya in September 2013 was partially funded by 
profits attained from illegal ivory trade (The Independent). Knowing that al-Shabaab is a cell of the 
militant group al-Qaeda, who conducted the attack on the World Trade Centre in New York in 
2001, it might not be a coincidence that shortly after ELA’s revealing of this linkage, president 
Barack Obama showed a rather sudden and serious interest in illegal wildlife trade. In February 
2014 the White House released a National Strategy for Combating Wildlife Trafficking directly 
addressing the global security threat posed by this illegal trade. (The White House) Just like the 
Declaration, USA’s strategy encourages a strengthening of international cooperation, cross-agency 
and cross-border partnerships on this issue. With this in mind another problem representation, we 
will call it X, needs to be added to the list of problem representations:  
 
X) A problem of international safety  
National and international security and safety is endangered because of the illegal wildlife trade 
 
Remembering that the WPR approach allows us to ask how this representation of the problem 
shapes the meaning of the problem, detecting the link between the illegal wildlife trade and 
terrorism shapes the problem as one of tremendous significance and threat for the ‘regular’ people. 
Moreover, it makes this link ‘true’ by articulating it, thereby creating it as a problem.  
Since the 9/11 terror attack, it seems as if the phrase ‘war on terror’ has become an everyday saying 
in the news media, even if it was ‘invented’ several years before this attack. ((Exemplified in) 
Washington Post) In making this a common phrase and by articulating it as a ‘war’ it is highly 
likely that the ‘creation’ of the link between illegal wildlife trade and terrorism inflames fear and 
anxiety. By mentioning the link in the Declaration (Declaration: 9), the international media 
naturally picked up on this and made sure to reproduce the security discourse in the minds of the 
‘regular’ people when reporting on the London Conference (Time; The Guardian 2). It is not likely 
that ordinary citizens would ever consider this link until told. By spreading this fear, the 
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representatives make sure that the citizens (and voters) of all nations, including those whose 
governments might be reluctant to cooperate on this declaration, are aware of this problematisation 
hence might be thought to pressure the politicians into focusing on it. 
 
5.5 Tackling the trade 
It is made specifically clear that the “(…) economic, social, and environmental impacts of the 
illegal wildlife trade can only be effectively tackled if we eradicate both the demand and the supply 
sides (…)” (Declaration: 5) implying that the two sides, which are articulated as equally important, 
have not been attacked simultaneously to a satisfying extent. This indicates that the representatives 
find the content of this Declaration to be addressing the two sides equally, which directs our 
attention to questioning how these are represented. 
 
The supply side is presented with a sturdy focus on the people who feed the market since a lot of 
emphasis is put on poaching and corruption, which are generally features of a supply side. To 
reduce the supply the Declaration encourages governments to undertake and subsequently be 
endorsed for the destruction of their seized wildlife products stemming from illegal trade 
(Declaration: 5). This implies that part of the problem is that the illegal products even exist, and that 
the supply side has not yet been adequately targeted. In regards to tackling the actual providers it is 
made clear that “(…) [i]ndividual poachers or ad hoc gangs are being increasingly replaced by 
well-resourced and organised groups” (ibid.: 2) which suggests that the individual local poachers 
only pose a small threat compared to the large cartels. On the demand side governments and the 
private sector are encouraged to renounce the use of and involvement in products from species 
threatened with extinction (ibid.: 5). Moreover, in the final section E), the further assessment is 
encouraged, but not demanded, to “(…) investigate the underlying causes and implications of trade” 
(ibid.: 8) which might be, but is not certain to be, primarily addressed to the demand side.  
 
5.5.1 Equal focus on supply and demand? 
In the endeavour to ensure secure and sustainable local livelihoods  the trade is posed as a question 
of survival, and in tackling it within the framework of a security discourse, the proclaimed key 
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categories to attack are ‘transnational criminal networks’, ‘armed groups’ and ‘well-resourced and 
organised groups including transnational criminal networks’. (Declaration: 2) What does this 
imply? Drawing on WPR’s Foucauldian inspired lookout for ‘dividing practices’, a set of subject 
positions are made available.  
We have the ‘bad-guys’, the large criminal cartels who are dangerously well armed and who work 
in transnational networks on the one side. The other subject position made available is the ‘victim’, 
the local communities who suffer from the actions of the criminals. Who and what is left out in 
these equations? Recalling the introductory outline of the underlying reasons for a skyrocketed 
demand for commodities, medicine and ornaments made out of rare animals or parts of the animals, 
we know that to a high extent the purchasers are ‘regular’ people buying the products on local black 
market places. If this is one of the main reasons for the up-keeping of the high demand, it is striking 
that this aspect of the trade is not mentioned in the Declaration. The demand side is only 
represented by the large transnational criminal groups, as there is no description of the underlying 
reasons for the demand. There are no direct interventions aiming at dealing with the final buyer side 
looking besides the fact that both sides are of course implicitly articulated when words such as 
‘market’ or ‘trade’ are being used. When the international community is encouraged to undertake 
“(…) effectively targeted actions to eradicate demand and supply (…) including, but not limited to, 
raising awareness and changing behaviour” (ibid.: 5), it indicates that 1) enlightenment and 
behavioural change are important tools and 2) these areas have been framed by ineffective and not 
well-targeted actions up until now. These suggestions make the fact that the final buyers are not 
addressed even more noticeable. How does this shape the problem? The issue is, for the most part, 
being represented as a supply-side problem with the chief aim to target the large criminal cartels 
who pose a threat to the international security and safety.  
This statement is underpinned by the fact that stockpiles of illegally traded parts or products from 
wildlife have been destroyed in increasing numbers of instances over the last few years with 
countries such as Gabon, China, Chad, USA and Hong Kong, to mention the few most recent, 
having either burnt or crushed millions of tons of ivory, rhino horn and the like. This is being done 
to send a strong signal to the suppliers and buyers, letting them know that the trade is unacceptable, 
and furthermore to set an example in preventing the seized products from entering the illegal market 
again. This method is comparable with the ones used in fighting the illegal drug trade and as Bacchi 
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notices, this focus on the supply-side makes it clear that “(…) [t]he implication is that, if the supply 
can be reduced, the ‘problem’ will go away. This emphasis tends to discount the reasons people use 
drugs, including alcohol.” (Bacchi, 2009: 89) The absence of a focus on the underlying reasons for 
the scale of the demand is conspicuous, which will be elaborated on in the discussion. 
 
Now, drawing on the general logics of business and market economy, the relationship between the 
demand and the supply is interdependent in the sense that if the supply is low, the demand side is 
often willing to go to greater extent to get a hold of the desired product. This puts the destruction of 
the stockpiles of illegally traded parts or products from wildlife in question. The effectiveness of 
this wave of destruction has been criticised from several sides, with critics questioning the method 
arguing that a natural effect of a lower supply is a higher demand (PERC) and on top of that, others 
criticise the ban on rhino horn trade for fuelling the demand as well (Biggs et al., 2013: 1038). With 
a higher demand comes a higher price which is exemplified in the fact that the prices for rhino horn 
have now exceeded the price for gold (ibid.), and with the prospects of skyrocketed earnings for the 
poaching of specific animal species, the suppliers are highly likely to hunt down and get a hold of 
these with an even greater effort than before. Critiques are asking how this can be in the interest of 
the threatened and rare animals, and they are suggesting solutions such as using the seized items for 
legal onwards sale while at the same time focusing on strengthening the efforts directly targeting 
the illegal suppliers and buyers substantially. The discussion is on-going, and so far several other 
nations have proclaimed planned destructions of their massive stockpiles implying that the 
international governmental apparatus keeps on using this method in order to signal their goodwill. 
 
5.6 What about biodiversity? 
The findings in the analysis of processing the security and financial discourses pose questions about 
the foundation on which this declaration is built –is it all about international security and large 
criminal cartels? Recalling the fact that the Declaration is building on and endorses existing 
international frameworks like Rio+20 and CITES, an enquiry of the representation in the 
Declaration of sustainability, the animals per se and the environmental conservation is appropriate 
and necessary.  
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5.6.1 Legal and illegal trade; defined 
Given that we have a category defined as ‘illegal’ trade, there must be a ‘legal’ category on the 
other side, and we need to ask how the legal versus the illegal trade in defined. 
The illegal trade in wildlife products is by and large defined and restricted along the lines of two 
major conservation policy agencies that both perform evaluations of the state of animal species and 
provide stakeholders with comprehensive background knowledge and tools for applying 
conservation strategies. The oldest and largest global environmental conservation policy was 
founded in 1948 comprising more than 200 government members and 900 NGOs and is called The 
International Union for Conservation of Nature, in short IUCN. The mission of this union is to 
“(…) demonstrate how biodiversity is fundamental to addressing some of the world’s greatest 
challenges such as climate change, sustainable development and food security.” (IUCN) When it 
comes to animal species the goal is to guide policy decisions towards protection of biodiversity 
which is informed by the so called ‘IUCN Red List’ in which information on a large number of 
species and their status of threat is listed.  
The second of these two most important policies is mentioned and endorsed in the Declaration. It is 
an agreement between some 180 governments and other representatives to ensure sustainability in 
regards to the trade in wild plants, animals and the products derived from these, and it is called the 
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, in short 
CITES. This convention was drafted by the IUCN members in 1963 and officially implemented in 
1973 as a framework that the approximately 180 current members, called Parties, are bound to 
comply with. They monitor the levels of endangerment of wildlife fauna and flora species in the 
endeavour to ensure a sustainable legal wildlife trade e.g. by issuing legal certificates for people 
applying for permission to import or export a wild animal. (CITES)  
 
Three appendixes serve as the foundation for the permits, dividing the animals in three different 
categories according to the degree of protection they need. The criteria for defining their state 
include their population size reduction and geographic range; hence trade in species threatened with 
extinction is only permitted exceptionally. (IUCN Criteria, 2012: 28-29) The Declaration strains to 
praise the work and importance of CITES, recommitting to the “(…) full and effective 
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implementation of relevant CITES Resolutions and Decisions (…)” (Declaration: 3 (own 
emphasis)). In this connection the word ‘relevant’ can be taken to imply that the governments 
supporting the Declaration are not obliged to follow all of the CITES decisions, on the contrary they 
are encouraged to implement the ones they find relevant.   
 
5.6.2 The silencing of the animals 
Besides these fundamental policies seven specific commitments and action plans on combating the 
illegal wildlife trade are mentioned, emphasising the conservation of elephants, rhinos and tigers. 
Initiatives and international agreements managed by the United Nations, including the UN Office 
on Drugs and Crime and the UN Development Programme makes up several of the international 
frameworks mentioned in the Declaration. Recalling the statement that trade “(…) can only be 
effectively tackled with the involvement of Ministries and agencies beyond the wildlife 
conservation sector” (Declaration: 3), the mentioning of UN authorities including the Security 
Council and the General Assembly “(…) demonstrates the wider security, economic, social and 
development implications of the illegal wildlife trade.” (ibid.: 3) Furthermore the World Bank as 
well as the African and Asian Development Banks are mentioned stressing the global scope of the 
Declaration.  
Because of the fact that the subject revolves around the illegal killing and trafficking of wildlife, the 
problem initially takes point of departure in the importance of ensuring the survival of the animals. 
The abovementioned international frameworks on which the Declaration is built endorse and 
encourage the implementation of the seven specific wildlife programs, and the action points and 
interventions aim wide at ensuring sustainability, which generally speaking means striving for the 
co-existence of human beings and other animal species. With that said, it is striking that none of the 
headlines and key concepts in the four action points involve references to the animal species 
themselves or the environment. Furthermore, when it comes to the interventions that do proclaim 
immediate action to ensure environmental sustainability, which obviously includes wild animals, 
these are largely articulated based on aspects affecting human beings e.g. saying that the trade  
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“(…) robs States and communities of their natural capital cultural heritage, with 
serious economic and social consequences. It undermines the livelihoods of natural 
resource dependent communities. It damages the health of the ecosystems they depend 
on, undermining sustainable economic development.” (ibid.: 2)  
 
Whenever the consequences of the trade for the natural environment are mentioned it is linked to 
the consequences this has for the human beings who are dependent on these to be sustainable. As 
another example, biodiversity is mentioned one time but only in relation to the appraisal of a 
biodiversity strategy undertaken by another international initiative called the Global Environment 
Facility. (ibid.: 9) What does this imply? First of all this emphasis illuminates the absence and 
silencing of the wildlife and the environment itself. The omitting of direct articulations of the 
consequences for the animals themselves is to some extent explainable by the fact that the main 
focus is on the trade, meaning the concrete action of selling and buying the products, which is 
exclusively a human invention and action. Secondly it makes the problem of illegal wildlife 
poaching and trafficking appear as primarily being a problem and a threat to the human beings since 
‘we’ are placed at the centre of all of the problematisations in the declaration. The consequence for 
the animal species themselves is mentioned one time: “There is a serious threat to the survival of 
many species if action is not taken to tackle the illegal wildlife trade”, which is immediately 
followed by the ascertainment that “[p]oaching and trafficking undermines the rule of law and good 
governance, and encourages corruption.” (ibid.: 2) The choice of letting the second sentence 
succeed the first one demonstrates the underlying assumption of the causal relation between the 
threat against animal species and the threat against human beings. This means that the overall 
representation of the problem is that ‘if the killing of and trade in endangered animals is not put to 
an end, the sustainable livelihoods and security of human beings is at threat’. 
 
By stressing the need to address the issue by involving ministries and agencies beyond the wildlife 
conservation sector, it is further emphasised that the problem is not represented to revolve around 
the wildlife and the environment as such. Rather, the problem is shaped as a threat to the sustainable 
survival of and security for the human beings and the issue is, to a great extent, addressed on the 
basis of the consequences for human beings and their well-being (ibid.: 3). 
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The findings in the analysis conducted above gives rise to the following discussion of these basic 
questions; what are the motives for ending the illegal wildlife trade and what effects on us as 
governed people does this entail?  
 
6 DISCUSSION:	  WHAT	  ARE	  THE	  MOTIVES	  FOR	  ENDING	  THE	  ILLEGAL	  
WILDLIFE	  TRADE?	  
 
In order to seek out what kind of motives the prevalent problem representations build on I will look 
to the field of environmentalism and conservationism which entails a great deal of ethical and moral 
considerations. Drawing on Professor of Environmental Studies Dale Jamieson in particular and 
with a point of departure in questions 5 and 6 in Bacchi’s WPR approach, however implicating 
some elements from the remaining questions such as genealogical key points and silences, the 
following section will entail a discussion on this human-centred focus.   
 
6.1 For whose sake? 
Having the dominant discourses in mind it seems as if the fight against illegal wildlife trade is being 
led in order to first and foremost ensure and protect the sustainable survival of human beings. But 
where does this stem from and how has it been disrupted and disseminated?  
 
This sort of motive is based on a utilitarian-like assumption that “(…) nature has value because of 
what it can contribute to the satisfaction of human wants” (Thompson & Barton, 1994: 150) and it 
forms the basis of what is called an anthropocentric motive for conservation of the environment. 
Anthropocentrism takes on a human-centred view on the world and it has as a basic belief that 
nature “(…) should be protected because of its value in maintaining or enhancing the quality of life 
for humans.” (ibid.: 149) Hence, this belief is not at all against the conservation of nature and 
wildlife, but the incentive to value it is centred on the usability for human beings. People with this 
motive are said to be “(…) less likely to act to protect the environment if other human-centred 
values such as material quality of life or the accumulation of wealth interfere.” (ibid.: 150) This sort 
 38	  
of behaviour is therefore comparable with selfishness and is based on egoistic motives as the 
personal materialistic or financial progress is likely to be favoured over the protection of nature.  
 
The opposite of the egocentric-based values inherent in anthropocentrism must be egalitarian-like 
and altruistic-based values encompassing self-sacrifice and a genuine benevolence. In regards to the 
nature and wildlife species the people fighting unselfishly for the natural environment are most 
commonly referred to as environmentalists7 who generally have a holistic approach to the human-
nature relationship saying that ”(…) everything is connected to everything else.(…) [and] humans 
are a part of nature.” (Jamieson, 2008: 2) A lot of different more or less accepted branches of 
environmentalism have appeared since the 1960’s while the one most often mentioned as the 
opponent to anthropocentrism is ecocentrism. Is it a problem to value nature on the basis of 
anthropocentric thus egoistic motives? The answer is a noisy yes if you ask these ecocentrists 
whose basic belief is that nature should be valued for its own sake. In this movement a call for a 
recognition of a ‘wholeness’ or a unity of all things is prevalent, and at the core of this value-set is 
the belief that nature too has great intrinsic value, thus ecocentrists “(…) support environmental 
issues because they see nature as worth preserving regardless of the economic or lifestyle 
implications of conservation.” (Thompson & Barton, 1994: 150)  
Reading through the declaration there is a deafening silence when it comes to the ecocentric side of 
the fight for conservation. Given that even the environmental concerns in the Declaration takes 
point of departure in the consequences for human beings, the ecocentric side is basically ignored or 
simply non-existent. This tells us that according to the representatives, who have issued the 
Declaration, there is only one way to regard this problem; through self-interest. The silencing of 
ecocentric values serves as a dividing practice as the adherents of this opposite belief are 
constructed as ‘the other’ because the anthropocentric motive is presented as the only ‘truth’; it is 
not possible to value nature for its own sake.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7 Naturally different branches of environmentalism exist, hence different definitions of environmentalists. For an 
introduction to this discussion see Jamison 2008.  
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6.2 The anthropocentric descent 
The prevalence of the human-centred values leads us to the questioning of the origin of 
anthropocentrism. What has formed the basis of this centrism generally and in particular in relation 
to valuing nature? 
 
Anthropocentrism is an inherent value set in Christianity (Jamieson, 2008: 20; Zimmerman, 2000: 
169), which is mainly (though not strictly) prevalent in Western societies. As Zimmerman points 
out, Christianity celebrates the Creation as opposed to many other religious beliefs that celebrates 
the Divine (Zimmerman, 2000: 169) i.e. the more spiritual matters which entails a holistic 
perception of the human-nature relationship. At the core of the discussion about what has led to the 
decline of the natural world is this tendency to lay the blame on the religiously based lack of 
ecocentric motives, and because Christianity does not take point of departure in the holistic belief 
that humans and the non-human world is one entity, the values descending from Christianity is 
represented as the very foundation for the environmental problem:  
 
“[D]espite a significant decline in the number of believing Christians, most 
contemporary Westerners continue to regard humans as morally and intellectually 
superior to all other beings. In effect, Western man has taken over the creative role of 
the biblical divinity. Unfortunately, because humans lack divine wisdom, they have 
developed weapons, economies, and consumption patterns that are causing significant 
ecological damage.” (ibid.) 
 
Disclaiming the obvious generalisations and ethnocentric undertones in Zimmerman’s statement, 
this view and general blaming on the dualistic tradition of Christianity and Western modern beliefs 
is seconded by the American historian Lynn White Jr. whose belief that anthropocentrism is “(…) 
unique to the dominant form of Christianity, that gave rise to the development of modern science 
and technology, which in turn has led to the environmental crisis” (White in Jamieson, 2008: 21) is 
presented by Jamieson who emphasises White’s conviction that “(…) religions and worldviews can 
have profound consequences for human behaviour, society, and ways of life.” (ibid.) This tells us 
that the historical development of Western dominant ways of life, encompassing modernisation, 
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industrial revolution and science, has played a significant (negative) role in posing the current threat 
to biodiversity, all on the basis of the anthropocentric incentives. Of course neither of the categories 
and connections here mentioned are exclusive for any religion, worldview or other groups of 
people, especially not in the light of globalisation and constant movement of ideas and human 
beings alike. Nonetheless we will accept this link between Christianity, Western modernisation and 
anthropocentrism as a predominant voice in the debate and use it as a starting point for discussing 
the historical and discursive fractures leading up to the environmental crisis of which the human-
induced breakdown of biodiversity and wildlife is a part.  
 
6.3 The invention of ‘conservation’ 
The keywords of the discussion about the threat against the environment and biodiversity are 
‘sustainability’ and ‘conservation’. Considering the essence of these words, there must have been a 
‘before’ since to conserve something means to protect that something in question from harm or 
destruction according to the Oxford Dictionaries. The fact that something is articulated as in need of 
conservation means that there has been a rupture at some point in history; what came before 
conservation and why did it become ‘necessary’ to conserve nature and wildlife?  
 
It is almost a boundless and immeasurable task to comprehend the reasons why it became a 
necessity to introduce and implement the term and the act of conservation. To give it a try, let us 
start at the single most evident reason: the increasing amount of human beings inhabiting the planet 
Earth.  
Throughout history the human population has grown steadily up until the 19th century. It took 
thousands of years and multiple evolutionary steps for the human population to reach one billion in 
the year of 1800, and since then the billions have multiplied at a staggering pace. The second billion 
was reached 130 years later around 1930, and during the course of 80 years the population as of 
2011 amounted to seven billion people, which means that five (!) billion human beings have been 
placed on the surface of the Earth during the course of 80 years. (UNFPA, 2012: 1) 
The fact that human beings and our so called intelligence have evolved to the point of using tools 
and developing bigger and more complicated remedies has made us the most dangerous predator on 
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the face of the earth. The industrial revolution that began in the 18th century has a big say in this as 
expansion, modernisation and higher survival rates due to medicinal inventions followed suit. More 
space was needed, more natural and animal resources were required. According to the UN World 
Population Prospects this development will continue and hit a total population of 9.6 billion in 2050 
taking everything into account. (ibid.) Does this mean that the invention of ‘conservation of nature’ 
was only lead on by the growing population? Hardly, knowing that food waste, excessive 
consumption of natural resources and starvation all takes place at the same time. The increase of the 
human population has happened on the expense of a decline in wildlife species because of a number 
of issues: pollution, destruction of natural habitats, deforestation, deprivation of natural resources, 
unsustainable hunting, the desire for commodities not necessary for survival, and the list goes on 
and on with human-induced deterioration of the planet’s resources.  (WWF 1: 71) After long 
struggles it has gradually (almost) become a completely accepted fact, that all of these human 
actions are leading to an inevitable climate crisis and subsequent tremendous changes in the living 
conditions for the entire natural and human world. According to WWF our current ways of life 
means that we are using up the resources much faster than they can reproduce: “At our current rate 
of consumption, the Earth needs 1.5 years to produce and replenish the natural resources that we 
consume in a single year.” (WWF 3: 2) It does not take an expert to understand that this is not 
sustainable.  
 
6.4 The consumption paradox 
We cannot stop the human population rise so we need to figure out what the indicated problems, 
besides the terrorism threat, are in regards to the threat to human survival. The fact that the 
Declaration emphasises the need to fight the illegal wildlife trade because it is threatening the 
sustainable livelihoods of human beings poses the basic worry as one of scarcity in resources in the 
future. And what lies at the core of this worry? Consumption or, really, the imbalance in how much 
people consume according to were in the world they live and which consumption behaviour they 
are able to or chose to have, for poorer and wealthier people respectively:  
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“The per capita Ecological Footprint8 of high-income nations dwarfs that of low- and middle-
income countries (…). The Living Planet Index for high-income countries shows an increase 
of 7 per cent between 1970 and 2008 (…). In stark contrast, the index for low-income 
countries has declined by 60 per cent. This trend is potentially catastrophic, not just for 
biodiversity but also for the people living in those countries.” (WWF 3: 11) 
 
Taking the massive inequality between the developed and the developing areas of the world into 
account, the carefree anthropocentric attitudes of many people in mainly the industrialised parts 
towards consumption of natural resources is an almost an unbearable contradiction to the hundreds 
of millions of people who struggle to find food. Furthermore, the careless behaviour towards the 
environment, which is mainly prevalent in the industrialized areas of the world, plays a significant 
role in the inducement of the climate changes, which often affects the poorer regions the most: 
“Environmental disruptions and extreme events have always, everywhere, affected the poor more 
than the rich.” (Jamieson, 2008: 190) As mentioned in the analysis, Jamieson sees the need for a 
change in human behaviour as a key intervention in solving the environmental problems (ibid.: 14), 
and since WWF and other organisations together with environmentalists and social science 
researchers all point out that behaviour and thereby attitudes are at the core of the problem, we need 
to look in to the field of human behaviourism.   
 
6.5 A call for behavioural change 
Accepting this claim that the behaviour and attitudes of most people in high-income countries is a 
substantial factor in the threat against sustainability, a search for a rupture with this prevalent 
acceptance of unsustainable behaviour leads us to Arne Naess’ idea of Deep Ecology. 
Arne Naess was a Norwegian philosopher and heartfelt environmentalist who was one of the first 
theorists to emphasise the need for behavioural change in order to address the human-induced 
environmental crisis in the 1970’s. He developed an idea called Deep Ecology based on a critique 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Retrieved from WWF, the definition of an ecological footprint is a ”(…) measure of how much biologically 
productive land and water an individual, population or activity requires to produce all the resources it consumes, and to 
absorb the waste it generates, using prevailing technology and resource management practices. (Global Footprint 
Network, 2012)” (WWF 1: 147) 
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of what he deemed ‘shallow’ environmentalism, which in his opinion only addressed the concrete 
problems, e.g. industrial pollution, of environmental problems instead of the issue as a whole. He 
called for a more holistic way of thinking about the co-existence of human beings, other animal 
species and the ecosphere, centring his idea on a fundamental change in our behaviours and 
attitudes. In the introduction to their collection of critical essays on Deep Ecology, Katz et al. 
describes the how the idea of deep ecology  
 
“(…) offers a normative critique of human activity and institutions, and seeks a 
fundamental change in the dominant worldview and social structure of modernity. 
According to Naess, “The aim of supporters of the deep ecology movement is not a 
slight reform of our present society, but a substantial reorientation of our whole 
civilization.”” (Naess in Katz et al., 2000: ix) 
 
He built up this call for a fundamental ‘reorientation’ on the basis of eight statements explaining the 
causes, effects and required changes elaborated in his ground-breaking work originally from 1973 
titled “Ecology, Community and Lifestyle”. Deep ecology encompasses the basic ecocentric motive 
of valuing the world as a whole, and it critically considers strong anthropocentrism to be the “(…) 
dominant idea of the Western ethical tradition” (ibid.), just like Zimmerman as elaborated above. 
In addressing political, behavioural and ideological changes he made it clear that human behaviour 
interferes with ‘the non-human world’ at an excessive extent. He pointed out the causal relation 
between the decrease in human population, the flourishing of human beings’ lives and the 
flourishing of non-human life (Katz et al., 2000: xi). And how would this flourishing be made 
possible? By implementing policy changes since “(…) [t]hese affect basic economic, technological, 
and ideological structures.” (ibid.: xiii). 
There is much more to Deep Ecology than this, but the mere fact that Naess saw a decrease in 
human population as a premise for the sustainable development in biodiversity means that we need 
to dismiss this idea as a whole. However, Naess’ fundamental belief that there was a basic need for 
a reorientation and behavioural change finds resonance in almost all contemporary environmentalist 
directions. But if environmentalists mainly have ecocentric motives for preserving nature, and if the 
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Declaration is built up on anthropocentric motives, how does this call for behavioural change fit in 
to the representation of the problem in the case? 
 
6.6 The power of politics 
Our dominant current behaviour will allegedly lead to a need of what equals to the resources of 
three Earths in 2050 (WWF 2). Combining Naess’ call for behavioural as well as legislative change 
with the prevalent dismissal of the possibility of livelihoods existing solely based on the traditional 
sense of ecocentrism and deep ecology detected in the Declaration, we need to discuss the 
inevitable cliché; the golden middle way. Taking all of the abovementioned factors into 
consideration, we need to question whether it is even possible to not have human-centred motives in 
valuing nature.  
 
As all things, value is relative. In regards to the motives behind the wish to end illegal wildlife 
trade, this means that there are a lot of middle grounds between the two ‘extreme’ centrisms. It all 
depends on what sort of value people associate with the implemented ‘attributes’ – you can value 
nature for the calmness it brings you, the animal for the feeling it brings you when you are around it 
or both for the mere knowledge of its existence. You can value an animal for its usefulness, for its 
meat and special coat or you can value the financial revenue and profit that the animals can provide, 
which in case of over-exploitation is on behalf of a sustainable biodiversity. With point of departure 
in what I will call the idea of relative anthropocentrism, and with the WPR approach in mind, we 
need to look into the dominant discourses of wildlife policies exemplified in the Declaration, 
because they are powerful enough to affect which direction the development will go.  
 
The domination of the security and survival discourses demands an acceptance of the need for a 
tightened legislative and punitive framework. The conceptual premises in policies reflect the 
attitudes of the majority of the policymakers, and recalling the implications of question 5 in a WPR 
approach, these prevailing attitudes will have discursive effects in the sense that this will impose 
limits on what we as governed people can know, think and say (Bacchi, 2009: 15) This gives a great 
deal of power to the dominant problem representations in the Declaration and consequently to the 
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policy makers behind these, since they will be the deciding factor for the environmental future. 
Leaving out of account the ecocentric critique of the fact that the representatives wish to preserve 
nature on the basis of ensuring as safe and economically striving societies as possible, the attitude in 
the Declaration is one of sustainability, not of careless overexploitation. But given that cross-border 
and cross-agency cooperation is a requirement in order for this endeavour to ensure sustainability to 
gain ground, this will only have sufficient effect if the governments of the top regions for supply 
and demand join in on this cooperation. Representatives from the governments of approximately 40 
countries agreed on this political commitment in London but since this conference has been referred 
to as “(…) the highest-level meeting ever to tackle the illegal trade in wildlife products” (Time) we 
have to ask; Who was missing from the conference and why?  
 
The absence of Cambodia was noticeable because of its severe role as a supplier of many rare 
species for the growing Chinese market. It was also noticeable because of the confusion about 
whether or not they were invited, which was apparently swept aside by the Cambodian government 
as a misunderstanding (Cambodia Daily). Furthermore especially the absence of representatives 
from South Africa, one of the world’s hubs for wildlife (and wildlife crime), has caused wonder and 
harm not least in the light of the fact that more than 1000 rhinos, more than ever before, was 
poached in SA in 2013 (BBC). Critiques have suggested that the SA government supports pro-trade 
lobbyists and powerful private owners of rhinos (IOL), thereby serving financial interests instead of 
conservation interest. Knowing that some of the most important players in the feeding and 
upholding of the trade deliberately does not prioritise the fight and does not wish to renounce the 
poaching and trade, it seems as if the corruption, unlawfulness and financial incentives is not only a 
challenge in regards to the criminal networks carrying out the trades. These problems are also 
present in some governments who thereby place themselves at the end of the anthropocentric scope 
entailing the ones “(…) less likely to act to protect the environment if other human-centered [sic] 
values such as material quality of life or the accumulation of wealth interfere.” (Thompson & 
Barton, 1994: 150) As stated by Professor Clark C. Gibson, this is a prevalent problem in local 
African wildlife policies: 
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“Political institutions can thwart or augment natural resource conservation (…) 
(Gibson, 1999: 164) partly because “(…) politicians construct wildlife policies that 
must contend with the pressures caused by constituents and friends seeking greater 
access to wildlife resources, and international organizations intent on limiting such 
access.” (ibid.: 2).  
 
A lot of the most important governmental players in this game are African, and taking the liberty to 
allege that this could be a general tendency in other governmental structures than African, this can 
pose a serious threat to the implemented international cooperation. 
 
6.7 Governing through fear 
A lot of incentives are at play and these implications of friendly favours and personal financial 
gains stresses the significance of the wildlife trade, thus stressing the importance of behavioural 
change on a political level just as on the level of public consumerism. As postulated in the WPR 
approach, policies and policymakers are actually the creators of problematisations, which are 
thereby reproduced as the ‘truth’ in the public. Among countless other factors, the future for illegal 
killing and trafficking of wildlife species will depend on the scale of the anthropocentric values of 
the majority of the policy makers, because as Jamieson points out, all it takes for the destruction, 
altering or preservation of wildlife is one generation valuing the one thing over the other (Jamieson, 
2008: 17). By issuing this declaration the representatives are clearly eager to change the 
development, and the underlying implication is that the only way to restrain the trade is by the 
effect of policy tightening, which is a prolongation of Naess’ 1970’s claim of the necessity of 
implementing policy changes since they affect all of our structures. 
 
The different ways in which the problem is represented in the Declaration has one overall 
predominant word in common: Threat. The essence of the problem representations is that if the 
illegal wildlife trade is not ended, it will pose a great threat to the sustainable survival for the entire 
ecosystem and human beings alike. The subject position that is offered to us by representing the 
problem with a focus on the economic, social and environmental consequences is a fearful, 
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proactive world citizen, silly as it might sound. By silencing the demand side as well as the 
ecocentric side of the problem, the representatives simplify the problem to primarily revolving 
around the threats. By representing the problem as one of safety and survival we are controlled and 
governed by fear rather than by genuine altruism.  
 
As presented in the WPR approach, the Foucauldian inspired belief that power is productive means 
that this governing through a focus on threat has lived effects for all of us. The fact that the problem 
is represented as posing a threat to the global safety makes it just that – it produces the global threat 
as the truth and the people receiving this message will reproduce this as the truth. In this way fear is 
the means by which the representatives wish to achieve their goal of ending the trade, hence we are 
governed by fear.  
The purpose of using fear might be a way to establish the urgency of the problem, and the question 
to be posed to environmentalists, if this discussion was to be taken further elsewhere, would be if 
the end does not justify the means? The fact that the environmental aspect of the issue takes point of 
departure in what kind of consequences the threat to nature and wildlife would have for the human 
beings who are dependent on their sustainable survival might be tolerable, if only the trade and the 
threat to nature would diminish.  
 
6.8 Concluding remark 
My claim is that there will always be a selfish motive behind valuing the nature whether this is 
aesthetic, emotive, financial profitability or basic survival. Even the valuing of nature for its own 
sake holds a paradox to it: First of all the fact that the sentence or claim is build up around the 
human emotion to value something makes the human being the centre of attention. The stance is per 
definition self-centred. Second of all the fact that we have taken this stance means that we have 
made a choice to form this opinion on the matter. In making this and any choice, we always 
deselect the opposite choice. Therefore our motive to value nature is that we want to feel some sort 
of satisfaction in making this choice, even if this satisfaction is indeed based on the genuine 
happiness in knowing that the nature is thriving.  
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Combining this deduction with the factual massive development of the human species, it is no 
longer a question of whether or not there is a human-centred motive behind the valuing of the 
natural world. It is now more than ever a question of the extent and type of the values behind the 
human-centred valuing of nature, as these factors play a significant role in regards to the direction 
of the policies. Since we are governed through policies and the problems herein imposed, the 
attitudes and behaviours of the politicians hence the policies drafted on the conservation of nature 
and wildlife will have a significant impact on the behaviours and attitudes in the majority of the 
world population.  
 
7 RECAPITULATION	  
Exemplified in a policy analysis of the Declaration issued at the London Conference on the Illegal 
Wildlife Trade I have sought out the underlying presuppositions of the ways in which the illegal 
wildlife trade is represented in the international community’s policy driven efforts to address this 
issue. In the endeavour to look for the implied reasons for wanting to bring this to an end I have 
been informed by Carol Bacchi’s “What’s the problem represented to be?” approach to policy 
analysis. Drawing on environmentalist theory mainly represented by Dale Jamison, noted Professor 
of Environmental Studies and Philosophy I have linked the underlying reasons detected in the 
analysis with ethical and behavioural aspects of the politicians’ motives to end the trade.  
 
By following the six questions put forward as the methodological outline in the WPR approach I 
have detected the four dominant conceptual premises in the Declaration to be business, security, 
survival and environmental discourses.  
First of all the analysis of the declaration has made it clear that the issue of illegal wildlife trade is 
represented as a global problem that needs urgent attention, because it poses an immense threat to 
the environment, sustainable livelihoods, financial development and secure societies. The 
international community is called upon to cooperate on this intervention by involving agencies 
representing monetary, anti-criminal and developmental unions in order to implement rigorous 
actions and deterrents for the criminal cartels who sustain the illegal trade. The security and 
survival discourses were found to be particular dominant as the call for a strengthening of the 
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legislative and punitive framework was emphasised to target the supply side of the problem. In this 
respect a link was detected between the organised criminal trade networks and the terrorist 
organisation al-Shabaab which is involved with al-Qaeda whom America is practically leading a 
war against. This implies that the tremendous attention given to the illegal wildlife trade from the 
international community partly, maybe even largely, rests on a fear for the security and safety of all 
nations. 
 
The main incentive fuelling the trade was proven to be financial improvement which has meant an 
increase in the number of governmentally lead destructions of stockpiles of seized products from 
illegally traded wildlife. This, combined with the implementations of legislative and punitive 
clamp-downs, is meant to diminish the supply and act as a deterrent against the criminal cartels. 
According to critiques this has proven to merely fuel the demand side, which made me question 
why the demand side of the problem is underrepresented in the Declaration and furthermore that the 
final buyer side of the demand is absent altogether. The findings in the analysis concluded that the 
problem is mainly represented as a supply-side problem partly because of the international security 
threat, and that the problem is to a tremendous extent centred on the consequences of the trade for 
the human beings.  
 
This human-centred view on an issue that initially revolves around the preservation of wildlife and 
environment led me to ask what the motives behind the wish to end illegal wildlife trade really are. 
This was consequently debated in the discussion which entailed genealogical probing of the origins 
of the human centred motive as well as the origins of the need to ‘conserve’ nature which was 
detected to be the explosion in the human population as well as anthropocentric behaviours and 
values. I found that the human centred motives was based in utilitarian-like values which are 
prevalent in the standpoint of anthropocentrism as anthropocentrists believe that  nature should be 
valued for its usefulness for human beings. The opposite standpoint from this egoistic one was 
detected as ecocentrism which is based on the assumption that nature has intrinsic value and should 
be valued for its own sake. In questioning why this egalitarian-like value-set is non-existent in the 
Declaration I crossed the Norwegian environmentalist Arne Naess’ idea of Deep Ecology from the 
1970’s in which a call for policy tightening and behavioural change was detected. Since we are 
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governed by the policies, and since the policies create the ‘problems’, I implied that the future 
prospects for a sustainable development for the entire biodiversity rests by and large on behavioural 
change set out by the powerful politicians. 
Based on the Foucauldian inspired search for implications for how we are governed by dominating 
discourses or conceptual premises, I concluded that the emphasis on security and sustainable 
survival made the concept of threat the main focus in the Declaration which means that we are 
governed through fear in this matter. The claim by Jamieson that it only takes one generation to 
determine the future for wildlife underlines the essence of analysing this problem in a 
poststructuralist framework: nothing is static or certain. Given that politicians and policies do not 
set out to ‘fix’ existing ‘problems’, but rather create the problematisations by articulating them, the 
scale of the inevitable anthropocentric values and attitudes of the politicians will be the deciding 
factor for which way the conservation of wildlife and environment will go in the future. 
 
Bacchi opens up the possibility to probe the problematisations put forward in the Declaration and 
by being informed by the WPR approach to analysing these, I have been able to question the origins 
and effects of representing the problem as a security and survival threat. In line with Bacchi’s 
precepts it has not been my errand to search for a solution to the problem of illegal wildlife trade. 
Rather I have examined the presuppositions and motives behind the proposition for the solution that 
the representatives put forth in the declaration and the effects that these implications for governing 
entails. However tempting it was to dig into especially the cultural implications in this matter, this 
would encompass a much more comprehensive scope on the root causes for the wildlife trade and 
preferably encompass qualitative field research and will have to be tackled elsewhere. 
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